prior to the issuance of a cita-
tion or order, because of indifference,
willful intent, or a serious lack of reason-
able care.

Steel Corp,y 3       1424, 1434 (1984).

Secretary argues that the inspector correctly issued
in this case because indifference or a serious lack
of    diligence or reasonable care was demonstrated by a
of actions attributable to the operator*

hole was cut the day before, at the end of the
midnight shift.  After the boom hole was cut, only the top of

cavity was rebolted*  There is evidence that the reason
that additional bolts were not provided on the brows was the
fact that the roof bolters could not get the roof bolting

around the corners of the boom hole and under the two
brows.  There was debris left in the area from the
cutting of the boom hole.  The belts were down at the time and
the materials could not be cleared out until the next shift.
In the meantimer the bolters came in to support the roof and
could only get to the center of the boom hole.  Inspector

stated that statements to this effect were made to him
by Henry Paul at the time the violation was cited and by Mike

at a later date.  These men were section foremen at the
time. Mr. Layman stated that his crew would not have been able
to get the roof bolting machine around the corners because of
material left from the boom hole and that he may have told
Inspector Workman that.

The foremen and roof bolters knew or should have known
that additional bolts were needed closer to the edge of the
brow. As discussed earlier, the fact that this is an estab-
lished mining practice was clearly shewn by the evidence.  The
action of the roof bolters who came to the area to abate the
violation demonstrated that they knew that the bolts should be
as close to the edge as possible.  They placed additional bolts
within one foot of the edge. When asked by Inspector Workman
why they put the additional bolts there, they stated that is
where they should have been.  The foreman in charge of the crew
at the time that the boom hole was cut should have observed the
work and made sure the roof was rebolted and supported ade-
quately.  The fact that debris hampered additional bolting did
not justify leaving the job incomplete.  The failure to take
further -action demonstrated a serious lack of reasonable care.

In addition, the violative condition should have been
observed during any one of the required examinations of the

2013g closer to
